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of awareness by the self both of objects and of Itself. It takes
place at different levels (or from different pqints of view), and these
distinctions are not, as Leibniz had supposed, merely those of
relative clearness or confusedness, but distinctions in kind, so that
representations are no longer homogeneous; and since reason
demands a completely coherent system, we find that (a) within
each level of representations, (6) between the different levels, there
must be systematic connexion.
Kant holds that there are actually three levels with which we
are concerned, namely (a) things in themselves, (6) phenomena,
(c) 'mere representations', i.e. empirical sense-data. The manifold
of (c) is connected by association only. This is shown in the
Analytic to be made possible only by the causal connexions of (6).
It is, however, strictly inaccurate to say that the causal inter-
actions of physical bodies (in 6) cause the modifications of sensa
(in c). The latter represent the former at a different level and are
therefore dependent on them, but the dependence is not to be con-
fused with that of bodies operating on one another. Association is
analogous to causality, and the connexion of ideas by association
as a whole depends on the causal interaction of physical reality
as a whole.
Similarly the causally connected world of phenomena as a
whole may be believed to depend on a systematically connected
but unknowable world of things in themselves and to be in fact
our representation of that world and its relations under the forms
of sense and understanding."
Indeed' affection' of the non-empirical self by the non-empirical
object and the * affection' of my empirical sense by the phenomenal
object are actually the same event viewed from different stand-
points. There is no numerically multiple affection of the self,
though the relation of self to objects has to be conceived at
different levels.
It would certainly be more satisfactory if levels (6) and (c) could
be made to coalesce into a single whole bound together by com-
plete causal interaction, and many commentators would maintain
that this was in fact Kant's view. I believe, however, that in this
respect his doctrine is not really complete or consistent since it is
fatally handicapped by his failure to provide any really satisfactory
analysis of the self.
Apart from this his position is at least intelligible. We may sum
it up as foEows: